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In the final stages of drafting the 1974 revision of

. the Standards for Educational and Psychological Tests, it becalm
-clear to the coisittee members that ,the Ira:Jou* drafts of the
revisions *mphasized the assessment? of individuals, rather than
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companion volume of standard's for program evaluation to-the three
sponsoring bodiesthe Americadlsychological Association, the
American Educational keseaFch Association, and the National Council
_ontbeasurement inEducation; This brief report outlines 'the contents
4f-tite memoraddui proposing the companion volume, and describes th0
initial actions taken by the three sponsoring associations, on the
basis of solicited evaluations. (Author/NY)
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In the final stages of drafting'the 1974 revision og the Standards for Educe-

tional'and Psychological.,Tests it became clear to' the committee members that the .

7. various/drafts of the Standatds revisions gave primary emphasis to standards that

'dealt with the asSesiMent Of individuals. While acknowledging probaems in the use

of tests in evaluation...programs, curricula, therapeUtic treatment, etc., the draft

Co in'its overall content and toneclearly focused on decisi.ons affecting an examinee ."

CD by an employer, Rersonnel managet,,,guidance counsefor.6ollege"admission officer,

vocational counselor, clinician, teacher, etc.CO
CV A.petusal of'the letterheads over-which,indivIduals submitted reactions to the

Final Oraft of the revisions reveahled that the bu of the testimPny came from 4100P
. individuals representing private firmsor associations with interest ill employment

c:a and personnel selection; from governmental agencies engaged'in testing for employ -

LLi merit or monitoring of employment practices; from associations representing minority

groups; and from legal assistance groups with interest in unfair hiring practices:

'ihdividUals associated with firms directly engaged in large scale grogram

evalfation and/or policy research either submitted no testimony at all, or in the

case of two firms, submitted comments which dealt with matters of individual assess:-

ment of criterion referenced measurement. That/the focus and flavor of the reT

vision, like that of,the 1_966 version, was pr arily on the use'Of.tests for the

assessment of individuals was 'of course not s rprising., The growing number of

court cases involving the use of tests dn civil 1 service, private indtstry, and the

civil-rights area helped to, shape the tone and thrust' of the draft.

Thus the committee became concerned!thet while the draft document did have

things to say to those using tests in program evaluation -=the sense the document

conveyed' through its choice of lalguage and examples was primarily one of a set of

standards focused on the more traditional use of tests in individual assessment..

Because of,this ocern the, committee deliberated on whether to begin a new draft

which would include additional standards for test use in the program\evaluation

domain, or whether to finish the present draft and to recommend, to tile three spon-,

rsoring bodies the prepailation of a companion volume of standards for program evalu-

ation's. To help in these deliberations I was asked as a sgenber Of the committee

tQ prepare a memorandum on the issues that might be addressed in a companion

Nolume. At that time there was a pressing need to issue'a revision of the 1966

Standards that dealt with issues dealing with the use of tests in selection and

bil,employment. After further deliberation the joint committee decided to recorend

to APA, AERA and NCME that a-companion volume be developed. The memorandum became

tilt) the basis of a proposal forfa companion volume and was circulated by the Board of

Scientific Affairs of APA tb approximately'twenty individuals intimately concerned

with large scale evaluation 'and policy research for their reactions as to its

merits.

ta0 In the ,time remaining I will briefly outline the contents of the_memorand*

reactions to the'proposal for a Companion volume and the 'initial steps taken by

C APA,'AERA and NCME on the basis of the solitited evaluations.
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In odtliaing e contents of the memoranduM I must of necessity he very brief
and consequently I will for the most part omit specific examples used in:the memo-
randum to il/ustrpte the need for a coMPanion vo4646e.- However, those of you wish
ing a coil, of 9! memorandum can write to me at-Boston College.,

. ,

The 1974 Memorandum

After' giving a brief history of the impetus behind the 1966 Standards and the
subsequent growth after 1966 of program' evaluation, the memo asked whether the prow,
posed revision adequately dealt with issues related to test use in the following ,

. ,
'situations:.

(a) The evaluation of the effectiveness of'governMent sponsOred

educational interventions such as Head Start, Titles I, III,
and VII of the Elementary And Secondary Education ACT(:10A),
Follow 'Through,

--

METCO, etc. .

s

(b) EducAionst research affecting public policy. This includes /

research affectihg public polic. This ncludes research
. similar to that reported by.,Coleman (19661,'Jenckp le14.al? (19,66),
\_ Jensen (1969), Heirnstein ('1972), Armor (1972), eta,

4

The,formative and summative evaluatiopf large scale cur-do
riculum development projects (e.g,,'BSCS; Harvard Project'
Physics; the Aesthetic Education Program) and other educa-
tional prodUcts and packages prodziced by the Regional
Laboratories. 'Programs like Sesame Street, ;00M, The Electric
Company, etc., deVeloped under governmental and foundation

- grants could also be included under this category.

In addition to these three categories there were other developments related to
the e6Sting movement which mere not addressed in the draft revision and which
called for a consideration ofpossible standards of test use. These include the
National Assessment Project,' statewide needs assessments, performance contracting,
criterion referenced testing, and accountability. -

Program Evaluation k

Under the category of program evaluation the following issues were raised
in the memoranduM: ,*

(1) The implications of using tests, primarily designed to maximize
individual differences for the evaluation of group performance.,

(2) The implications of using norms based on individual performance
for evaluating group performance.

(3) The proliferation of discourse on the properties of new tests
(e.g., criterion referenced tests) cried out fot definitive
treatment: 'Standards relevant to the development, use and inter-'

%pretation of alternatives to normed referenced 4ests needed to
be developed.

3
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(4) "New" tests apart,:current.test interpretation in progr evalu- .
4 l 'ation could,benefit from new standards. ,Evaluations of federally

-I funded program lean heavily on the meagurement of educational
.progress or grOwth. The increasing use of,ttandardized achieve-

. t .

'cent tests in the measurement 1.3.f growth posedispppial,problems

not covered in.present standardized test manuals or in the draft). .

.revision of the Standards.' The implications'of using various
.0

1 %. , derived test metrics tuchas the GE tooperationalize "growth". rk

needed e aetailed explication. buestiongassociated with problems
.

1 of analyses of gain scores so crucial rn Iongitud;nal studies like
Head Start andFollow- Through were not considered in the draft:

. .

r
. .revision. . , t

-/-%.

, . It was argued that a new Set of standards could bring together

the best thinkiEg on the'se'important issues with a force and
authority that 7ould persuade companies performing evaluations,

, . and test publishers in their manuals, to address themselves more .

.
it., carefully to problems oftrowth and gain. .

\ .

(5) Another issue frequently encountered in program evaluation, not
-covered in the propo§ed draft was that of regression artifacts.

-

(B)- Use of-Tests ip(Public Policy- Research

It teamed eita
N

r that public policy debate is often-influenced by inter-
ferences drawn from test data. There is

et
doubt that studies by Jensen (1969),

ti t Herrnstein (1971), Armor (1972), Jencks et al, 11972), Coleman et al (1966) and the
reanalysis of the Coleman data by Mosteller and Moynihan (1972), have all in
fluenced the dialogue concerning educational policy, legtslatiOk-and funding prior..
ities for educational research. The Validity of the conclusions froggy all of'these
studies rests primarily on inferences made froM test data. A set of standards
specifically geared to the use of tests in policy related research could have,pro-
vided a framework within which a more rational debate of the merits of tiese studies
could have taken place; j t as the 1966 Standards acteh as a.framawork within
which the issue of test idity in discrimination cases was argued.

'Coleman and Karweit (1972) ,offered three headings under which test results.
'°' have been used to measure school and prograM effectiveness in policy research. The

memorandum adopted these headings.
,

1. Depicting the level of functioning of Standards in an already' existing
program, school or school district.

Witness the yearly publication, in such papers as the New York Times ,

or the Bost Globe of school average reading scores at'different,grade
levels. The revision of the Standards did not-adequatelY deal with this
type of test reporting or the, misleading inferences to which these
seemingly straightforward data lend themselves. ,*

2. Mescribing the impact Of a" special program .with a definite starting point.

The Wolff and Stein. (19664 study of the impact of summer Had Start
programs Is a case p/point under this heading.,'

,1

r
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3. Using test.scores as "deperi dent variables" in research Aimed at separating r
effects of student background from those of school environment.

' Coleman's final catelory;is applicable to hip,work. The IEA study (Husen,
. 1967) is another-example.in this catgiory. There are many issues subsumed

under this category. For example, in the Ployden Report, the question arises
,J. of how best to treat Time 1 achievement scores in an analysis which seeks to

account for Time 2 achiele'Ment differences. Depending on the Method used, qe,
policy implementations differ cOnAderably as has beeh outlined by Acland I

. ,

(1973):

N

Another issue involves whim: derived achievement score should be used in 1

. analysis-and how mean GE scores shouldbe computed,* For example, an evaluator can

?Pe
compute the mean of a group4of raw scores (or "standard scores") ' d'convert that
mean to_another score metric such as a GE (or "standard-score", ihatevei the case
may be) for the group. Using the same set-of scores, another evaluator could con-
vert each raw score to a GE arid computS"the resulting mean of the GE distribution.
The two mean GE's will not necessarilyibe the tame.* , 4-o

Since test validity ref4rs to the accuracy-Ofinfeqnces from test scores, the
inferences made from a group's actual test'performance (i.e., numberright)Ishould
riot vary from One score to another. .

.
/

, . . .

Finally, there have been serious proposals to use test results to allocate
funds for programs for the educationally disadvanraged. The implications of using
various derived test scores in an allocation formula and as the basis for continu-

. ation of funds have not. seen fully thought through. New standards could inform the
policy maker of this important and sensitive area. ..

I\

(C) Evaluation of Large Scale Curriculum Development Projects
4,

The intent of the eVjaluaticAprocess in R&D is to assure quality control
for eventual vroducts. However, the evaluation effort-varies widely across de-
velopment projects. The proliferation of literature on what constitutes good eval-
uation has not*asilyet been synthesized into a set of recognized standards. It was
felt that'a set, .-of standards suitably promulgated would force educational ehtre
preneurs to reconsider their responsibilities for quality control.

The memo asked whethe,r or not standards Are needed (a) regarding the
assessment.kprocedures used to evaluate the various components of the, product
while under development (formative eyialuation, (b), regarding the assessment pro-
cedures used to

development

the products' effectiveness upon completion and release
fOr sale (summtiVe evaluation)', (3) regarding the type and quality of the infor-
mation.that t6e developer /publisher must provide the consumer. The standards =

called for ir4 the last instance are analogous to those governing test manuals.; and

(d) regarding the procedures used to determine the educational as well as the cost,
effectiveness of the particular package under evaluation vis a vi(s other packages
purporting to accomplish the same objectives. This type of comparative curriculum
evaluation encounters many of the difficulties discussed in section (A) above.

*Ole difference can range from one to four tenths of a G.E., based, on simtlated
data using the California Test Battery.

5
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If valuation is really,an integral part of curriculum development,. if its

,function is to inform that development and protect the consumer, then a consider-

ation.of standards relative to the evaluation prodess in R&D, AEBA,.and MINE

appear to be in order:-
".

D. Other.fssuet

It'was felt.thatseveral other developmeytts in testing during the past sever-

al years needed scrutiny in terms of standards. FO'r these, no attempt was made to

develop the related measurement issues. Instead, the memo suggested that there

are important public policy issues relevant to test)osage in the areas of statewide

assessment, accountability, performance dbliracting and the National Assessment,

Project. A new committee would need to scrutinize these areas with aneye toward

' suggesting Standards where needed.

Review of the Memorandum .

.

. t

)
In brief then, these .were the issues described in the memorandum. The evalu-

ation of ,the,memorandum' was favorable. Most of the reviewers felt that there was

a need_for standards or at least guidelines in the areas,outlined. Further, it was

generally felt that the time was ripe to begin this undertaking. ' dany individuals

cited additional issues beyond test use that the new committee should also address.

' These included:

--ethical/p hilogophical issues.

.

--control ofiNias , ,-

t --evaluation of evaluation
--essentials to be included in an evaluation report

- -centrality of valuing process
i

r
0---..

--evaluator's relationship to programs evaluated, funders of evaluation,

.* audiences, and general public.
--analysis techniques
- -standard related to tactics of conscious) or unconsciously reducing

the quality oi pretests (teit=administr to malingering) ,

/ --standard relating to preserving data f 'reanalysis (freedom of
/ information) and protecting, participant privaAr

--experimental desigA considerations
-- presentation; of results

--ground rules' for/search .

--responsibilities* serving differene4taudiences
--experimental design and statistical control .

,-,

=-matrix sampling testing'procedures
--legal questions k

\

4 .. --minimum speciiications'for evaluatipn contracts
--conceptualization Of evaluation

,- -state land-federal regulations
--organization and management concerns

, .
p .

r-"'
.

. ,

. . :
"Further, the reviewer cited several excellent' examples of work already under

.

way which would be relevant to the development of a new set of standards for pro-

-gram evaluation: Theseincluded work by Tyler, Scriven, Messick, Stake, Lumsdaine;

): '

Novic*pg,ree anman,'BederMan, Wholy, Sash, Stufflebeam, Coleman, Palmer, Sanders, and'

]ETS. ..
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On the.bass of thesefavorable reviews the three agencies which sponsored
A

the 174 Revision of the Standards appointed a committee composed of Egon Guba of

AERA, Dron Campbell, Robert Senn and flenry Reichen of APA, Ron. Carver, Dan Stuffle-

beam and myself from NCME to decide upon the,next seeps to be taken in the de- .

velopment of a companion volume. That Committee met.in Chicago in May of 1975,

,and'I think this pointis best taken up by our next speaker, Dan Stuffleheam.
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